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Modi fication of the D nensions of the G and Canyon National Park
Special Flight Rules Area and Flight Free Zones.

AGENCY: Federal Aviation Adm nistration (FAA), DOI.

ACTI ON:  Notice of proposed rul emaki ng (NPRM .

SUVMARY: This action proposes to anend the special operating

rul es and airspace for all persons operating aircraft in the

ai rspace designated as the G and Canyon Special Flight Rules Area
(SFRA). Specifically, this action proposes to nodify the eastern
portion of the SFRA and the Desert View Flight-free Zone (FFZ) to
address concerns rai sed by Native Anmericans; nodify the Bright
Angel FFZ to provide a provisional corridor to be available at a
future date for noise efficient/quiet technology aircraft; nodify
the Sanup FFZ to provide for a planned revision to a comerci al
route over the northwestern section of the G and Canyon Nati onal
Park (GCNP); and provide for an additional conmercial route over
the northern section of the Sanup plateau for those aircraft
transiting between Las Vegas, Nevada and Tusayan, Arizona. The
FAA is taking this action as part of a continuing effort to

assist the National Park Service in fulfilling its statutory



mandat e of providing for the substantial restoration of the
natural quiet and experience in GCNP
DATES: Coments nust be received on or before Septenber 7,

1999. .

ADDRESSES: Comments on this NPRM should be nmailed in triplicate
to: U S. Departnent of Transportation Dockets, Docket No.
FAA- 99- 5926, 400 Seventh Street, SW, Wshington DC, 20590.
Comrents may al so be sent electronically to the Rul es Docket by
using the follow ng Internet address: 9-NPRM CMIS@ aa. gov.
Comrents must be marked Docket No. FAA-99-5926. Comments nay be
filed and exam ned in Room Pl aza 401 on weekdays, except Federal

hol i days, between 10:00 a.m and 5:00 p. m

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Joseph C. Wiite, Airspace and
Rul es Division, ATA-400, Ofice of Air Traffic Airspace
Managenment, Federal Aviation Adm nistration, 800 |ndependence
Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20591; tel ephone: (202) 267-8783.
For the draft Environnental Assessnent contact Tina Hunter,

Envi ronnental Affairs Division, ATA-300, Ofice of Air Traffic
Ai rspace Managenent, Federal Aviation Adm nistration, 800

| ndependence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC, 20591; tel ephone:
(202) 267- 7685.



SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORNVATI ON:
Comments Invited

Interested parties are invited to participate in this proposed
rul emeki ng by submtting such witten data, views, or argunents
as they may desire. Comments relating to the environnental,
energy, federalism or economc inpact that may result from
adopting the proposals in this notice are also invited. Coments
that provide the factual basis supporting the views and
suggestions presented are particularly hel pful in devel oping
reasoned regul atory deci sions on the proposal. Comrunications
should identify the regul atory docket nunber and be submtted in
triplicate to the address |isted above. Al comunications and a
report summari zi ng any substantive public contact with FAA
personnel on this rulemaking will be filed in the docket. The
docket is available for public inspection both before and after
the closing date for receiving coments.

Before taking any final action on this proposal, the
Adm nistrator wll consider all comments nmade on or before the
closing date for comments, and the proposal may be changed in
light of the cooments received. Late filed cooments wll be
considered to the extent possible without incurring expense or

del ay.



The FAA will acknow edge recei pt of a cooment if the comrenter
i ncl udes a sel f-addressed, stanped postcard with the coment.
The postcard should be marked “Coments to Docket No.
FAA- 99-5926.” Wen the comment is received, the postcard will be

date stanped and mailed to the commenter.

Avai l ability of This NPRM

An el ectronic copy of this docunent nmay be downl oaded, using a
nodem and suitabl e communi cations software, fromthe FAA
regul ati ons section of the Fedworld el ectronic bulletin board

service (tel ephone: (703)321-3339) or the Federal Register’s

el ectronic bulletin board service (tel ephone: (202)512-1661).
I nternet users may reach the FAA's web page at
http://ww. faa. gov/avr/arm nprm nprm htmor the Federal
Regi ster’s web page at http://ww. access. gpo. gov/su_docs for
access to recently published rul emaki ng docunents.

Any person may al so obtain a copy of this NPRM by submtting a
request to the Federal Aviation Admnistration, Ofice of
Rul emaki ng, 800 | ndependence Avenue, SW, Wshington, DC 20591,
or by calling (202) 267-9680. Communi cations nust identify the
noti ce nunber of this NPRM Persons interested in being placed
on a miiling list for future NPRV6 shoul d request a copy of
Advisory Circular No. 11-2A, Notice of Proposed Rul emaking

Distribution System which describes the application procedure.



Publ i c Meeti ngs

The FAA intends to hold two public neetings to provide
i nterested persons an additional opportunity to comrent on this
proposal. The details pertaining to the public neetings wll be

announced in the notice section of the Federal Register. For

nmore information, contact Linda WIllianms at (202) 267-9685 or by

email at linda.l.willians@ aa. gov

Backgr ound

On Decenber 31, 1996, the FAA published a final rule
anendi ng part 93 of the Federal Aviation Regulations by adding a
new subpart to codify the provisions of Special Federal Aviation
Regul ati on (SFAR) No. 50-2, Special Flight Rules in the Vicinity
of GCNP; nodifying the di nension of the GCNP SFRA; establishing
new and nodi fying existing flight corridors and FFZs;
establishing reporting requirenents for commercial sightseeing
conpani es operating in the SFRA;, restricting flights in the Zun
Poi nt and Dragon Corridors during certain tinme periods (curfews);
and limting the nunber of aircraft that can be used for

commerci al sightseeing operations in the GCNP SFRA (aircraft cap)



(61 FR 69302). The provisions contained in the final rule were
to becone effective on May 1, 1997.

Publ i shed concurrently with the final rule on Decenber 31,
1996, was a notice of proposed rul emaki ng (NPRM on noi se
[imtations for aircraft operations in the vicinity of GCNP
(noi se efficient/quiet technology NPRM and a notice of
availability of proposed routes. All three of the above
referenced actions conprise an overall strategy to further reduce
the inpact of aircraft noise on the park environnent and to
assist the National Park Service (NPS) in achieving its statutory
mandat e, inposed by Public Law 100-91, to provide for the
substantial restoration of natural quiet and experience in GCNP

On February 21, 1997, the FAA del ayed the effective date for
t he expansion of the FFZs, the air tour routes, and other related
ai rspace provisions of the rule until January 31, 1998 (62 FR
8861; February 26, 1997). However, this action did not affect
or delay inplenentation of the curfew, aircraft cap, or the
reporting requirenments of the final rule, which becane effective
on May 1, 1997,

On Decenber 17, 1997, the FAA took action to further delay the
i npl emrentati on of the above nentioned sections of the final rule
and to further extend certain portions of SFAR 50-2 until January
31, 1999 (62 FR 66248). On Decenber 7, 1998, the FAA again took

action to further delay inplenentation of the above nentioned



sections and to extend certain portions of SFAR 50-2 until

January 31, 2000 (63 FR 67544).

Recent Actions

On May 15, 1997, the FAA published a Notice of Availability of
Proposed Routes and a conpani on NPRM (Notice No. 97-6) that
proposed two noise efficient/quiet technology incentive corridors
over the GCNP (62 FR 26901). The first corridor, through the
Bri ght Angel FFZ, was planned for use by noise efficient/quiet
technology aircraft use only. The second corridor, through
Nat i onal Canyon, was planned for use by noise efficient/quiet
technol ogy aircraft westbound after Decenber 31, 2001. The FAA,
in consultation with the NPS, determ ned not to proceed with a
corridor through National Canyon. The FAA received suggestions
for alterations and refinenents fromofficials of the GCNP and
NPS that could potentially produce noise reductions. Based on
comments fromenvironnentalists, Native Anericans, and air tour
operators, the FAA was |led to conclude that the National Canyon
air tour route was not a viable option. This proposal was
subsequently wthdrawn in July 1998, along with the quiet
technol ogy NPRM s proposal for a route through the central
portion of GCNP. Due to resource constraints, the FAA has not
been able to prepare a disposition of the comrents received in

response to Notice 97-6. The FAA plans to sumari ze those



coments and publish a disposition of comments docunent in the

Federal Register.

The Proposal

Special Flight Rules Area and Desert View FFZ

In this action, the FAA is proposing to nodify the G and
Canyon SFRA by noving the eastern boundary five (5) nautical
mles to the east. The FAA is also proposing to nodify the
Desert View FFZ by noving the eastern boundary five (5) nautica
mles to the east.

The current design of the eastern portion of the SFRA and the
Desert View FFZ allows entry and exit as well as travel over
several Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) on the eastern side
of the Grand Canyon National Park, of inportance to the Zuni,
Hopi, and Navajo Tribes. These sites were identified through
consultation with affected tribes in accordance with Section 106
of the National Hi storic Preservation Act (NHPA). The specific
| ocations of the TCP are not identified pursuant to section 304
of the NHPA which provides for confidentiality of cultural and
religious sites. The proposed expansion of the Desert View FFZ
and associ ated proposed changes to the SFRA woul d provide
mtigation of inpacts on the TCP in accordance with Section 106

requirenents.



Bri ght Angel Flight-free Zone

The FAA is proposing to reinstate the provisional incentive
corridor, one nautical mle in wdth, through the Bright Angel
FFZ to be used at sone future date only by aircraft neeting a
noi se efficiency/quiet technology standard. The FAA acknow edges
that currently no standard for noise efficient/quiet technol ogy
aircraft exists. Both the FAA and NPS are antici pating, however,
that such a standard will be developed in the future. Readers
must understand that until such a standard is devel oped and
adopted, that the Bright Angel incentive corridor will not be
avai |l abl e for commercial operations. The FAA and NPS find that
it is of value, however, for comenters to have the opportunity
to cooment on the nerit of this specific proposal.

Thi s proposed incentive corridor would pass through the Bright
Angel FFZ al ong the northern boundary of the current Bright Angel
FFZ as defined in SFAR 50-2. Even without a standard, it is
intuitively clear that the proposed Bright Angel Corridor would
have a three-fold benefit. First, fewer aircraft would be flying
over the northern rimof the canyon along the Saddl e Mountain
W derness Area, where the NPS and U. S. Forest Service have
i ndi cated that noise-sensitive activity regularly occurs.

Second, noise fromthe air tour aircraft would be dispersed
bet ween the northern boundary of the Bright Angel FFZ and the
proposed incentive corridor, thereby reducing the |evel of

concentrated aircraft noise along any one route. Third, opening
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this corridor only to aircraft that could neet the noise

ef ficiency/quiet technology standard, yet to be devel oped, woul d
provi de a val uabl e and tangi ble incentive for the air tour
operators to convert to quieter aircraft. The GCNP coul d thereby
experience the benefit of a reduction in the level of aircraft

noi se over tine.

Sanup Flight-free Zone

The FAA is proposing to nodify the Sanup FFZ to continue to
provide for a conmmercial route over the northwestern section of
the GCNP and to provide for an additional comrercial route
between the vicinity of Las Vegas, Nevada and Tusayan, Arizona.
As discussed in the preanble to the Decenber 1996 final rule (61
FR 69302), the Blue 1 and Blue 1A routes were elimnated due to
envi ronnmental and Native American concerns. Concurrently, the
noise limtations NPRMincluded a corridor to permt routes
t hrough National Canyon to continue with noise efficient/quiet
technology aircraft. Since the FAA did not finalize the NPRM and
del ayed the effective date for the Decenber 1996 final rule and
extended certain portions of SFAR 50-2 until January 31, 2000,
they are still in use. Wth the elimnation of the Blue 1 and
Blue 1A, the FAA anticipates that aircraft operating on these
routes would nove to the Blue Direct, which may be renaned Bl ue
Direct North (BDN), thus increasing operations on the route. The

Blue Direct South (BDS) route was elimnated fromthe Decenber
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1996 and April 1997 route maps. Therefore, to acconmopdate safely
the expected increase in operations noving fromthe Blue 1 and
Blue 1A, the FAA plans to restore and nodify the BDS route. The
FAA recogni zes that increased aircraft operations on BDS woul d be
over the northern portion of the newy created Sanup FFZ
(Decenber 1996 final rule), at altitudes |less than 3,000 feet
above the el evation of sone areas of the Sanup plateau. At this
altitude, these aircraft operations may have a noise inpact. It
iswth this in mnd that the FAA believes that the northern
portion of the Sanup FFZ, that would |ie beneath BDS, shoul d be
elimnated fromthe FFZ to accommpdate safely an additional route
bet ween Tusayan, Arizona and Las Vegas, Nevada. Therefore, the
FAA is proposing to nodify the Sanup FFZ by noving the northern
portion of the FFZ south approximtely one mle south of the BDS
rout e.

Additionally, to provide for a proposed revision of the
current Blue 2 comrercial route over the northwestern portion of
the GCNP, the FAA is proposing to nodify the Sanup FFZ by noving
the northwestern portion of the FFZ east approximtely one mle
east of the Blue 2 route.

| nfformati on on the proposed commercial routes for the Gand
Canyon SFRA can be obtained through instructions in a Notice of
Avai l ability that will be published concurrently with this

proposed rul emaking effort. In addition, the alternatives
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considered are nore fully discussed in the Environnental

Assessnent for these rul emaki ng/ nonrul emaking efforts.

ECONOM C SUMVARY

Any changes to Federal regulations nust undergo severa
econom ¢ anal yses. First, Executive Order 12866 directs that
each Federal agency shall propose or adopt a regulation only upon
a reasoned determnation that the benefits of the intended
regulation justify its costs. Second, the Regulatory Flexibility
Act of 1980 requires agencies to analyze the econom c effect of
regul atory changes on small entities. Third, the Ofice of
Managenent and Budget directs agencies to assess the effect of
regul atory changes on international trade. A regulatory

eval uation of the proposal is in the docket.

Because of the continued high public interest surroundi ng GCNP
regul ations and the potential inplications within a smal
|l ocality, the FAA has determned that this notice of proposed
rul emaking is considered a significant regul atory action under
3(f) of Executive Order 12866 and, therefore, is subject to
review by the O fice of Managenent and Budget. This notice is
consi dered significant under the regulatory policies and
procedures of the Departnment of Transportation (44 FR
11034; February 26, 1979). The FAA, however, has determ ned that
this NPRM woul d not have a significant econom c inpact on a

substantial nunber of small entities (commercial air tour
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operators conducting flights within G and Canyon National Park),
and does not warrant further regulatory flexibility action.
Accordingly, pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U S C
605(b), the Federal Aviation Admnistration certifies that this
rul e would not have a significant econom c inpact on a

substanti al nunmber of small entities.

Thi s NPRM woul d not have a significant inpact on international

trade.

| nt roducti on

The FAA proposes to nodify the Grand Canyon Nati onal Park
(GCNP) Special Flight Rules Area (SFRA) and three Flight-free
Zones (FFZs). The eastern boundaries of the SFRA and the Desert
Vi ew FFZ woul d each be noved five (5) nautical mles to the east,
respectively. The FAA al so proposes to nodify the Bright Angel
FFZ to provide an incentive corridor, one nautical mle in w dth,
for use at sonme tinme in the future by only the nobst noise
efficient/quiet technology aircraft. Finally, the FAA proposes
to nodify the Sanup FFZ to continue to provide for a comerci al

air tour route over the northwestern section of the GCNP

Cost s

Costs associated with the reconfiguration of the Desert View

and Bright Angel FFZs, as described in 14 CFR 893. 305, were
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accounted for in the Decenber 31, 1996 final rule (61 FR
69302), hereafter referred to as the Final Rule. This analysis,
therefore, is concerned only with the costs associated with the

currently proposed nodifications to the reconfigurations.

14 CFR 893. 317 requires each operator (effective May 1, 1997)
to report to the FAA the followi ng comrercial air tour activity
for each flight conducted in the G and Canyon SFRA: 1) routes
flown; 2) departure airport, date and time; and 3) aircraft
regi stration nunber. Based on the operator reports, the FAA has
devel oped a database for the time period May 1997 through Apri
1998, the first full year of operator reporting. The information
devel oped in the database forns the basis, or baseline, for the

foll om ng econom c anal ysi s.

Special Flight Rules Area and Desert View Flight-free Zone

The Bl ack 2E and Green 3E routes are the only air tour routes
that would be affected by the eastward shifts of the SFRA and the
Desert View FFZ. During the baseline period, three operators
conducted 577 air tours that would likely use the Black 2E route.
The conbi ned estinated gross operating revenue of these three
operators for tours which would use the Bl ack 2E route was about
$825, 000; net operating revenue adjusted for variable operating
costs was $496, 000.

The FAA believes that a shift in the Black 2E route eastward

resulting fromthe eastward shift in the SFRA and Desert View FFZ
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by 5 nautical mles would serve only to realign the
access/approach to the Black 2 tour route. It would not alter
the tour offerings of the individual operator, and any changes in
the operator’s variable operating costs resulting fromadding 5
nautical mles to the overall air tour (about 2-3 mnutes) are
small. Simlarly, the FAA believes there wll be little inpact
on the three operators entering the SFRA on the Black 2E route to
conduct air tours of the Canyon. Therefore, the FAA concl udes
that this part of the proposed rul emaking is non-significant and

requests coments.

Bri ght Angel Flight-free Zone:

In the Final Rule, the FAA determ ned that the increase in
average annual variabl e operating costs associated wth the
expansi on of the Bright Angel FFZ was just over $1 million. FAA
argued that these costs could be passed onto the consuner as
hi gher ticket prices so long as all operators were simlarly
confronted by higher variable operating costs. The FAA
concl uded, therefore, that no net operating | osses would be borne
by GCNP air tour operators. The full societal cost of the
increase in variable operating costs would be reflected in higher
commercial air tour prices and would be borne by the consuner.

Thi s NPRM proposes to re-open a provisional flight corridor
(incentive corridor) along the routes that are currently depicted

on the Grand Canyon VFR Aeronautical Chart as the G een 1A and
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Bl ack 1A, or Alpha routes. This corridor would be avail abl e at
sone future date only to noise efficient/quiet technol ogy
aircraft. Currently, the FAA and the NPS have not defined a
standard for what is a noise efficient/quiet technology aircraft.
Consequently, the route will not be available for inmmediate use.
However, for the purpose of this cost analysis, the FAA has
assuned that one or nore operator(s) nmay use aircraft that neet

t he above standard, and that this (these) operator(s) could use
the corridor and thereby benefit fromno increase in variable

operating costs.

The FAA believes that the operator(s) assunmed to be permtted
to conduct air tours on the incentive route would continue to
conduct air tours along the Black 1A route or G een 1A route as
per usual business practice, and thus would avoid the higher
vari abl e operating costs facing conpetitors. The FAA assunes
cost relief would accrue to the operator(s) conducting air tours
in noise efficient/quiet technology aircraft. By hol ding
constant the price of the “Black 1, 1A’ air tour or “Geen 1, 1A’
air tour, this (these) operator(s) could becone the price
setter(s), and sone of their conpetitors conducting comerci al
air tours along other, longer tour routes may be required to
absorb the increased variable operating costs to remain price
conpetitive. The FAA estimates, however, that only one (or two)
of these operators would have to maintain the current price in

the face of rising variable operating costs. The anmount of cost
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transfer fromconsuners of air tours to this operator over the
1999- 2008 tinme period would depend on which operator (or
operators) ultimately introduce quiet aircraft. A discussion of
this expectation is presented in a section sumrarizing the

“Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis” bel ow

Sanup Flight-free Zone:

The Sanup FFZ woul d be altered to acconmopdat e ot her proposed
FAA action contained in the concurrent Notice of Route
Avai l ability, thereby providing current comrercial air tour
traffic using the Blue 1, Blue Direct and Blue Direct South
routes a commercial air tour route. The FAA has identified no

costs associated with the alteration of the Sanup FFZ

Cost Sunmary

The FAA estimates that any costs associated with the eastward
expansi on of the SFAR and Desert View FFZ 5 nautical mles would
be non-significant. Also, the FAA determ nes that the proposed
nodi fication to the Sanup FFZ would result in no additional
costs. However, the FAA estimates the cost inpact of the
proposed Bright Angel FFZ incentive corridor could result in sone
reduction in average annual vari able operating costs and
acconpanyi ng price increases previously estimated in the Final

Rule. In addition, sonme of the remaining cost burden previously
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estimated in the Final Rule would shift fromair tour consuners

to one or two air tour operators.

Benefits

The benefits associated with this NPRMinclude the foll ow ng:
1) the potential reduction in the inpact of air tours over
Traditional Cultural Properties as a result of the proposed
nodi fication of the eastern portion of the SFRA and the Desert
View FFZ; 2) a reduction in the nunber of aircraft flying over
the northern rimof the canyon along Saddl e Mountain as a
consequence of the proposed incentive corridor, which could
result in sonme dispersal of noise fromair tour aircraft over an
area the NPS has pointed out as noise sensitive ; and 3) the
provi sion of an incentive for the air tour operators to convert
to quieter aircraft. The particular groups that would benefit
nmost fromthis rul emaki ng action are Native Americans and sone of
the operators and consuners of GCNP commercial air tours.

The establishnment of the proposed corridor for noise
efficient/quiet technology aircraft through the Bright Angel FFZ
al ong the “Al pha” routes would mtigate some of the potenti al
adverse effects created by the consolidation of aircraft
overflight noise at the northern edge of the expanded FFZ as
described in the Final Rule. Furthernore, to the extent the
consuner perceives the current shorter, nore established

commercial air tour through the proposed incentive corridor as
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havi ng a greater value, then demand for these tours conducted in
the nore noise efficient/quiet technology aircraft would
increase. Concurrently, demand for the |onger commercial air
tours that are conducted in | ess noise efficient/quiet technol ogy
aircraft could decrease. |In conbination, the two potenti al
outcones of this proposed rul emaking could create a significant
incentive for operators of non-qualifying aircraft to convert to
quieter aircraft.

The expansi on of the eastern boundary of the SFRA and the
Desert View FFZ redress certain concerns of the Native Americans
in that area while at the sane tinme inposing no perceived

addi tional costs on operators.

Benefit/ Cost Conparison

The FAA has determ ned that the three proposed nodifications
could result in net cost savings for sonme commercial air tour
operators while one or two operators could be forced to absorb
cost increases associated with the Final Rule. However, there
will be no significant net increase in societal costs, only
redi stribution between producers and consuners of G and Canyon
air tours. This rulemaking would result in a potential reduction
of noise over Native Anmerican Traditional Cultural Properties and
a potential reduction of noise over the sensitive northern rim of
t he Canyon al ong Saddl e Mountain, and woul d provide an incentive

for air tour operators to convert to quieter aircraft.
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Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

The Regul atory Flexibility Act of 1980 establishes “as a
principle of regulatory issuance that agencies shall endeavor,
consistent with the objective of the rule and of applicable
statutes, to fit regulatory and informational requirenents to the
scal e of the business, organizations, and governnent al
jurisdictions subject to regulation.” To achieve that principal,
the Act requires agencies to solicit and consider flexible
regul atory proposals and to explain the rational for their
actions. The Act covers a wi de-range of small entities,

i ncluding smal |l busi nesses, not-for-profit organizations and
smal | governnental jurisdictions.

Agenci es nust performa review to determ ne whether a proposed

or final rule will have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. |If the determnation is
that it will, the agency nmust prepare a regulatory flexibility

anal ysis (RFA) as described in the Act. However, if an agency
determ nes that a proposed or final rule is not expected to have
a significant econom c inpact on a substantial nunber of small
entities, section 605(b) of the 1980 act provides that the head
of the agency may so certify and an RFA is not required. The
certification nust include a statenent providing the factual
basis for this determ nation, and the reasoning should be clear.
Ten operators (7 fixed-wing; 3 helicopter) conducted air tours

during the base period of May 1997-April 1998 al ong routes that
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woul d be affected by the proposed incentive corridor nodification
to the Bright Angel FFZ. In the regulatory evaluation, the FAA
assuned that one or nore operators of aircraft that qualified for
operating on the incentive route mght avoid the estinmated
increase in variable operating costs determned in the Final

Rul e, and therefore, would not have to raise ticket prices to

of fset hi gher costs.

The FAA believes that if the above qualifying operators use
fixed-wing aircraft and operate out of Tusayan, then the
hel i copter operators at Tusayan could continue to pass the
increase in variable operating costs resulting fromthe expansion
of the Bright Angel FFZ accounted for in the Final Rule onto the
consuner as higher prices, and would not be inpacted by the
proposed rul emaki ng. The three helicopter operators have been
able to maintain their air tour fares twice that of the fixed-

Wi ng operators in a declining market for East-end air tours.
Thi s suggests that helicopters and fixed-w ng operators are not
cl ose conpetitors in the East-end GCNP market .

O the fixed-wing operators conducting air tours in non-
qualifying aircraft in conpetition wth the above qualifying
fi xed-wi ng operators, two ceased operating as Grand Canyon air
tour operators during the baseline period May 1997-April 1998.
Therefore, this rul emaki ng woul d no | onger be applicable to them
A third operator conducted 10 “Black 1, 1A’ air tours during the

basel ine period, but this accounted for only one one-thousandth
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of this operator’s total Grand Canyon air tour business. The FAA
believes that this operator would not be affected by this
rul emaki ng. Anot her operator, originating out of Phoenix, AZ is
the only remaining operator providing a G and Canyon air tour
service fromthe Phoenix market. Furthernore, this operator
includes the “Black 1, 1A’ tour only as a part of a nore
conprehensive air tour, the price for which is 3 to 4 tines the
“Black 1, 1A” air tour as offered by the other operators.
Therefore, this operator, because of a captured market and
exclusive tour offering, would |ikely be able to pass on the
increase in variable operating costs to custoners w thout
consequence, and thus, would not be inpacted by this NPRV
ei t her.

One fixed-wing aircraft operator al so conducts helicopter
tours in the East-end of the Canyon in addition to the fixed-w ng
“Black 1, 1A” tour during the baseline period. The price of this
operator’s helicopter tours, however, are at the | ow end ($150)
of the price range, and the portion of his total air tour
busi ness represented by his fixed-wing “Black 1, 1A” tour is only
about 17 percent. If this operator were to redistribute the per
passenger increase in variable operating costs for his fixed-w ng
custoners to his helicopter customers (cross-subsidy), it would
add about $1.35 to the ticket price of the helicopter air tour,
and this operator would still be a below market price for a

helicopter air tour on the East-end.
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The remai ning fixed-w ng operator(s) conducting “Black 1, 1A’
air tours in non-qualifying aircraft on the East-end of the
Canyon, could be significantly affected by the introduction of
quiet aircraft by a conpetitor, in that the increased operating
costs inposed by the Final Rule may no | onger be passed onto the
custoners because of the operator(s) who may be able to operate
in the incentive corridor established by this proposal. This
cost could be as much as $7 per passenger. The FAA does not
consider one or two snmall operators to be a substantial nunber of
smal | operators significantly inpacted by this proposed rule.

The FAA believes that if the qualifying operator(s) use
hel i copters and operate out of Tusayan, then the fixed-w ng
operators could continue to pass the increase in variable
operating costs resulting fromthe expansion of the Bright Angel
FFZ in the Final Rule onto the consuner as higher prices, and the
(these) remaining helicopter operator(s) would not be inpacted by
t he proposed rul enaking (in the East-end market, helicopter
operators and fixed-wi ng operators are not close conpetitors).
The remai ni ng non-qualifying helicopter operator(s) at Tusayan
could be significantly affected by conpetition fromthe
qual i fying helicopter operator(s) in that the increased operating
costs inposed by the 1996 final rule nmay no | onger be passed onto
the custoners. The FAA does not consider one or two snall
operators to be a substantial nunber of small operators

significantly inpacted by this proposed rule.
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Last, the FAA believes that if a qualifying operator operates
froman airport other than Tusayan, the renaining East-end
operators could continue to pass the increase in variable
operating costs resulting fromthe expansion of the Bright Angel
FFZ accounted for in the Final Rule onto the consunmer. The
remai ni ng operators are located at different airports and woul d
not be in direct conpetition with the qualifying operator.

Accordingly, pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5
U S.C. 605(b), the Federal Aviation Adm nistration certifies that
this rule woul d not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. The FAA solicits conmments
fromaffected entities with respect to this finding and

det erm nati on

I nternational Trade I npact Assessnent

The FAA has determ ned that the proposed rul emaki ng woul d have
no affect on non-U. S. operators of foreign aircraft operating
outside the United States nor would it have an affect on U. S.
trade or trade relations. However, because the proposed
rul emeki ng has been determ ned to be cost beneficial to
commercial air operators and a |l arge proportion of GCNP
comercial air tour passengers are foreign, it could have a
positive affect on foreign tourismin the U S. The FAA cannot

put a dollar value on the potential gain in comercial air tour
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revenue associated wth possible increases in foreign tour

dol | ars.

Envi ronnent al Revi ew

The FAA is preparing a draft suppl enental environnental
assessnent (EA) for this proposed action to ensure conformance
with the National Environnmental Policy Act of 1969 and ot her
applicable environnmental |aws. The draft suppl enental EA
indicates that this NPRM the conpanion air tour limtation NPRV
and revised air tour routes on the western end of the Sanup woul d
result in 41.3% of the GCNP achieving natural quiet 75% of the
time by 2008.

Copi es of the draft supplenental EA will be circulated to
interested parties and placed in the docket, where it wll be
avail abl e for revi ew

The proposed rule is premi sed on the National Park Service's
noi se eval uati on net hodol ogy for GCNP, which was published in the

Federal Regi ster on January 26, 1999 (64 FR 3969). The NPS is

reviewi ng cooments submtted in response to that notice. |[If, on
conpletion of that review, the NPS determ nes not to adopt the
met hodol ogy described in the notice (such as the two-zone system
and acconpanyi ng noi se thresholds), the FAA will reevaluate the
proposal and draft Suppl enental Environnmental Assessnent in |ight

of whatever final action is taken by the NPS.
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Federalism I nplications

Thi s proposed rule would not have substantial effects on the
States, on the relationship between the national governnent and
the states, or on the distribution of power and responsibilities
anong the various levels of governnent. Therefore, in accordance
wi th Executive Oder 12866, it is determned that this rule does
not have sufficient federalisminplications to warrant the

preparation of a Federalism Assessnent.

Paperwor k Reduction Act
In accordance with the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (Pub.
L. 104-13), there are no requirenents for information collection

associated wth the proposed regul ation.

Li st of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 93
Air traffic control, Airports, Navigation (air), Reporting and

recor dkeepi ng requirenents.

The Proposed Anendnent
In consideration of the foregoing, the Federal Aviation
Adm ni stration proposes to anend part 93 of Title 14, Chapter 1,

Code of Federal Regulations as follows:
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PART 93—SPECI AL Al R TRAFFI C RULES AND Al RPORT TRAFFI C PATTERNS

1. The authority citation for part 93 continues to read as
fol |l ows:

Authority: 49 U S.C. 106(g), 40103, 40106, 40109, 40113,
44502, 44514, 44701, 44719, 46301.

2. Section 93.301 is revised as foll ows:
Subpart U Special Flight Rules in the Vicinity of G and Canyon
National Park, AZ
§ 93.301 Applicability.

Thi s subpart prescribes special operating rules for al
persons operating aircraft in the foll ow ng airspace, designated
as the Grand Canyon National Park Special Flight Rules Area:
That airspace extending fromthe surface up to but not including
18,000 feet MSL within an area bounded by a |ine beginning at
Lat. 35°55 12" N., Long. 112°04’ 05" W, east to Lat. 35°55' 38"
N., Long. 111°36° 03" W; north to Lat. 36°15" 30" N., Long.
111°36’ 06” W; to Lat. 36°24’ 49" N., Long. 111°47’ 45" W, to Lat.
36°52’ 23" N., Long. 111°33 10" W, west-northwest to Lat.
36°53" 37" N., Long. 111°38 29" W, southwest to Lat. 36°35' 02"
N., Long. 111°53' 28" W, to Lat. 36°21' 30" N., Long. 112°00' 03"
W; west-northwest to Lat. 36°30' 30" N., Long. 112°35 59" W,
sout hwest to Lat. 36°24’46” N., Long. 112°51’ 10" W, thence west
al ong the boundary of Grand Canyon National Park (GCNP) to Lat.
36°14’ 08" N., Long. 113°10°' 07" W, west-southwest to Lat.

36°09’' 50” N., Long. 114°01' 53" W, southeast to Lat. 36°06' 24"
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N., Long. 113°58 46" W, thence south along the boundary of GCNP
to Lat. 36°00" 23" N., Long. 113°54'11" W; northeast to Lat.
36°02’ 14" N., Long. 113°50’ 16" W, to Lat. 36°02' 16" N., Long.
113248’ 08" W ; thence southeast al ong the boundary of GCNP to
Lat. 35°58" 09" N., Long. 113°45 04" W, southwest to Lat.

35°54" 48" N., Long. 113°50' 24”W; southeast to Lat. 35°41' 01" N
Long. 113°35' 27" W, thence clockwi se via the 4.2-nautical mle
radi us of the Peach Springs VORTAC to Lat. 35°28'53” N.,

Long. 113°27'49” W, northeast to Lat. 35°42’58" N., Long.

113°10' 57" W; north to Lat. 35°57'51” N., Long. 113°11’ 06" W;
east to Lat. 35°57'44” N., Long. 112°14’04” W, thence cl ockw se
via the 4.3-nautical mle radius of the G and Canyon Nati onal
Park Airport reference point (Lat. 35°57°08” N., Long. 112°08' 49"
W) to the point of origin.

3. Section 93.305 is anended by revising paragraph (a), by adding
a new sentence to the end of paragraph (b), and by revising
paragraph (d) to read as foll ows:

8§ 93.305 Flight-free zones and flight corridors.

* * * * *

(a) Desert View Flight-free Zone. That airspace extending from

the surface up to but not including 14,500 feet MSL within an

area bounded by a line beginning at Lat. 35°59’58” N., Long. 111°
52" 47" W ; thence east to Lat. 36°00° 00" N., Long. 111°51' 04" W;
t hence north to 36°00° 24" N., Long. 111°51'04” W thence east to

36°00’ 24" N., Long. 111°45’ 44" W, continue east to 36°00’ 24" N.



Long. 111°39' 34” W; thence north to 36°12’ 35" N., Long. 111°
39" 33" W,; thence west to 36°12' 35" N., Long. 111°45 44" W;

t hence west and north along the GCNP boundary to Lat. 36°14’ 05”
N., Long. 111°48 34" W, thence southwest to Lat. 36°12" 06" N.

Long. 111°51’14” W; to the point of origin; but not including
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the airspace at and above 10,500 feet MSL within 1 nautical mle

of the western boundary of the zone. The corridor to the west
bet ween the Desert View and Bright Angel Flight-free Zones, is

designated the “Zuni Point Corridor.” * * *

(b) * * * The Bright Angel Flight-free Zone does not include

the follow ng airspace designated as the Bright Angel Corridor:
That airspace one-half nautical mle on either side of a line
extending fromLat. 36°14'21.24” N., Long. 112°08'57.54” W and
Lat. 36°14"15.32" N., Long. 111°55'07.32" W

* * * * *

(d) Sanup Flight-free Zone. That airspace extending fromthe

surface up to but not including 8 000 feet MSL within an area

bounded by a |ine beginning at Lat. 35°59' 32" N., Long.
113°20° 28" W,; west to Lat. 36°00’55” N., Long. 113°42’ 09" W;
sout heast to Lat. 35°59'57” N., Long. 113°41’09” W; to Lat.

35°59' 09" N., Long. 113°40'53” W, to Lat. 35°58 45" N., Long.

113°40’ 15" W; to Lat. 35°57°52” N., Long. 113°39'34” W, to Lat.

35°56" 44" N., Long. 113°39'07” W; to Lat. 35°56’04” N., Long.
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113°39’ 20" W; to Lat. 35°55°02” N., Long. 113°40'43” W, to Lat.
35°564’ 47" N., Long 113°40’ 51" W, southeast to Lat. 35°50’ 16"

N., Long. 113°37' 13" W thence along the park boundary to the

poi nt of origin.

* * * * *

| ssued i n Washi ngton, DC, on July 1, 1999.

/sl
Reginald C. Matthews

Acting Program Director, Air Traffic Airspace Managenment Program



